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I. Introduction 



The prior arguments made in the Appeal Brief are maintained with respect to all 
other claims. The present Reply Brief is only intended to address specific assertions 
made in the Examiner's Answer and to further clarify the arguments. 



II. Argument 

1. Each of Appellants' independent claim recites that the camera performs an 
independent invoking execution 

The Examiner asserts in the Answer that "nowhere in the claim does it state the 
camera must perform an independent invoking execution" (Answer, p. 15). Appellants 
respectfully disagree and submit that Appellants' claim 1 , 41 , and 51 are directed 
towards Appellants' camera invoking a command transferred to a cell phone. For 
example, independent claim 1 recites: 

In a computer environment where devices are occasionally connected together, a 
method for automated transmission and execution of an executable file of 
interest originating from a digital camera, upon the digital camera's connection to 
a cellular phone, the method comprising: 

connecting the digital camera to a cellular phone capable of hosting the 
camera; 

identifying at least one particular cellular phone that is connected to the 
camera, including determining communication information allowing 
communication between the camera and the particular cellular 
phone, and determining command information allowing the camera 
to invoke execution of a file of interest at the particular cellular 
phone ; 

based on said determined communication information, transmitting the 

executable file of interest from said camera to the particular cellular 
phone; and 

based on said determined command information, invoking execution of the 
executable file of int erest after it has been transmitted. to |he„ 
pa rtic u ia.r , ce) I u|ar gh one . 

(Claim 1 , emphasis, added.) in particular, claim 1 recites "determining command 
information allowing the camera to invoke execution of a file of interest at the particular 
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cellular phone" and "based on said determined command information, invoking 
execution of the executable file of interest after it has been transmitted to the particular 
cellular phone." Thus, claim 1 recites determining a command that allows the camera to 
invoke a file of interests at the cellular phone and, based on that determine command, 
invoking execution of that file after that file has been transferred to the cellular phone. 
Because Appellant does not claim another device being allowed to invoke execution of 
said fiie of interest using said determined command, Appellants respectfully submits 
that claim 1 recites the camera invoking execution of the file of interest. 
Claim 41 recites: 

A multi-device system providing automated loading and execution of a driver 
required for connected devices, the system comprising: 

a camera that may be connected to a cellular phone that is capable of 
hosting the camera; and 

a subsystem, incorporated in the camera, for automatically: 

(i) identifying the cellular phone upon connection to the camera, 
said subsystem initiating communication between the two devices; 

(ii) uploading the driver of interest from the camera to the cellular 
phone; and 

(lit) transmitting at least one command from the camera that 
invokes execution of the driver of interest at the ceiiular phone , whereupon 
the driver executes at the ceiiular phone for controlling operation of the 
camera. 

(Claim 41 , emphasis added.) Claim 41 recites a camera that transmits "at least one 
command from the camera that invokes execution of the driver of interest at the cellular 
phone." Thus, Appellants respectfully submits that claim 41 recites the camera invoking 
execution of the driver of interest. 

Furthermore, claim 51 recites: 

In a computer environment where devices are occasionally connected together, a 
method for automated transmission, execution, and manipulation of an 
executable file of interest originating from a first device, upon the first device's 
connection to a host device, the method comprising: 

connecting the first device to at least one other device capable of hosting 
the first device; 

identifying at least one particular host device that is connected to the first 
device, including determining communication information allowing 
communication between the first device and the particular host device, and 



6783P005X 



4 



09/847,811 



determining command information allowing the first device to manipulate and 
invoke execution of an executable file of interest at the particular host device ; 

based on said determined communication information, transmitting the 
executable file of interest from said first device to the particular host device; 

based on said determined command information, transmittin g from said 
first device to the particular host device commands that manipulate the 
executable file of interest at the particular host device; and 

initiating a dialog between the two devices, including: 

(i) executing said commands transmitted to the host device on the 
host device , and 

(ii) in response to said commands transmitted to the host device, 
returning a reply from the host device to the first device. 

(Claim 51 , emphasis added). Claim 51 recites "" determining command information 
allowing the first device to manipulate and invoke execution of an executable file of 
interest at the particular host device " and "transmitting from said first device to the 
particular host device commands that manipulate the executable file of interest at the 
particular host device; and initiating a dialog between the two devices, including: 
(i) executing said commands transmitted to the host device on the host device ." As 
above, because the command information allows the first device to invoke execution of 
the file of interest and the command get executed, the first device invokes executes of 
the determined commands at the host device. 

2. Robinson's GSM Transmission Packet Cannot be Properly Equated to 
Appellants' Driver 

The Examiner asserts that Robinson's GSM transmission packet that is used to 
dial a preselected telephone number and transmit the data to remote location 
corresponds to a driver file. Appellants respectfully disagree. 

Appellants respectfully submit that Appellants' driver file is "program (e.g., driver) 
to run on the target device so that the target device may correctly communicate with the 
camera device" (Specification, p. 3, lines 9-10). In contrast, Robinson's GSM 
transmission packet is used to trigger a phone call from a cellular phone to a server 
(Robinson, col. 6, line 65 - col. 7, line 4; col. 7, line 43-49). The command is thus 
unrelated to communications between the camera and the cellular phone. Thus, 
because Robinson's GSM transmission packet is used to enable communication 
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between the cellular phone and a server, but not the device from which the GSM 
transmission packet was transferred {e.g., the camera), Robinson's transmission packet 
cannot be properly interpreted as a driver that is "program (e.g., driver) to run on the 
target device so that the target device may correctly communicate with the camera 
device." 

For example, in claim 2 recites that "said executable file of interest comprises a 
driver file." Claim 3 recites "said driver file, upon execution, controls operation of said 
camera." in addition, claim 41 recites "the driver executes at the cellular phone for 
controlling operation of the camera ." 

3. Claims 13-15 

The Examiner rejects claims 13-15 by reference to Robinson, Figure 5a. However, 
that figure simply Illustrates that packets are provided to the cellular phone via a serial 
link (Robinson, Coi. 7, lines 61-62). 

In contrast, claims 13 through 15 recite particular types of physical phone-to- 
camera connections. These specific physical interfaces are not taught or suggested by 
Robinson, and are not present in Robinson's Figure 5a. Robinson does not even 
mention the possibility of using RS-232 and Universal Serial Bus ("USB")) interfaces. 

III. CONCLUSiON 

Appellants respectfully submit that the references, alone or in combination do not 
make the claims as they stand obvious. Therefore, based on the foregoing, Appellants 
respectfully submit that that the Board should overturn the rejection of claims 1-83 and 
hold that all of the claims currently under review are allowable. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Blakely, Sokoloff, Taylor & Zafman, LLP 



Dated; February 1 0, 2009 
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